Every place on the planet has unique characters that make it distinguishable from other sites. Place-identity is the term widely accepted to explain this phenomenon. It is argued that the place-identity could not only strengthen the sense of belonging of the locals to a place and improve social cohesion but, in the age of global tourism, it could also increase the attractiveness of the place to visitors. Therefore, it contains economic values if managed in a proper way. But places are transforming. The dynamics of contemporary activities where tradition is seen as outdated, new government system, new economic activities, and new actors and their roles challenge the stability of place-identity.
Introduction
The construction of place-identity involves many dimensions and is not a simple process. It is dynamic, consists of tangible components, such as the built and natural physical components of the place in which daily life takes place and its morphological transformation; and
intangible components, such as the history of the place and the perceptions of the locals, as well as the visitors (Watson & Bentley, 2007 (Bourdier & AlSayyad, 1989) . Powerful stakeholders may control the decision-making process and lead the transformation to fulfil their needs.
On the other hand, some people may feel powerless because they could not participate in the process (Santos, 2004; Madanipour, 2013) . This may increase the feeling of insecure because their life is threatened. Most importantly, large scale changes could also lessen the attractiveness of a place to potential visitors craving for authenticity.
Human identification with a place presupposes that a place has a character which consists of physical components, shapes and concrete things that create the atmosphere of the place (Norberg-Schulz, 1980 The relationship between the people and a particular place builds place-identity that helps them define who they are as individuals and as members of a community (Watson & Bentley, 2007) .
Therefore, place-identity is the understanding of humans with the place in which they are living in (Proshansky & Kaminoff, 1983 (Appleyard, 1976 
Results
The evaluation on socio-political and physical transformation showed that Sanur has gone through several morphological periods from pre-colonial to post-colonial. In each period, the governance structure has been shifted the spatial arrangement of Sanur shows a division between three different groups.
The first group is the traditional people who occupied the traditional part of the area. The second group is the investors who control lands that offer economic value in relation to tourism business and the third group is the migrants who get the benefit from the declining attraction of agriculture. The spatial transformation of Sanur is shaped by the transformation of power struggles among different actors. Table 1 shows the shift in the governance system of Sanur and its socio-political impacts on the place. This research is based on multi actor involvement in the construction of place-identity dynamics. It revealed that the participation of the locals is important.
However, this paper has some limitation.
The first limitation is its sample that is only one area and this area. It needs to be tested in other areas with different sociocultural background to see if the actor involvement framework could be generalized. Furthermore, in local level, the role of the locals in maintaining agricultural lands should also be studied. This is important because agriculture is acknowledged as the original raison d'être of the area. This will reinforce the sense of rootedness that support the strength of the place-identity of the area. 
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